8               THE  LAW  OF  LIBEL  AND   SLANDER.

parishioners (a); of a solicitor that he has been
guilty of disgraceful (5)? shameful (c), unscrupu-
lous (d) or unprofessional (e) conduct; or of a
barrister that he is an impostor and a quack
lawyer (/).

It is libellous to write of a medical man that he
is a quack (g), or that he prepares quack medi-
cines (A); but not that he has met homoeopathists
in consultation (i).

Similarly, it is libellous to write of a merchant
or tradesman that he is dishonest or fraudulent in
his business (&)5 or that he is insolvent (I).

If the action be for libel it is sufficient for the
plaintiff to prove that he has at any time held such
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